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Abstract
The tablet is an emerging channel for content delivery. One industry that is tap-
ping into the potential of tablet content is the magazine industry. Little research has been 
conducted regarding what readers favor in digital magazines, especially with regards to 
layout. This thesis aimed to investigate reader preference for the layout of digital editions 
of magazines in the women’s lifestyle genre, designed for the Apple iPad, with a focus on 
the attributes of image to white space ratio, grid, body typeface, and body text point size.
This study took a quantitative approach in addressing the proposed research ques-
tion while incorporating a traditional conjoint analysis methodology. The sample was 
derived from RIT students as a convenience sampling of 52 females ages 18-24.
The results determined that preference existed to some degree for all presented at-
tributes. It was observed that 67% of participants valued a single attribute, while 33% of 
participants highly valued both a primary and a secondary attribute. It was concluded that 
body text typeface had the highest preference (45%), followed by body text point size 
(33%), image to white space ratio (15%), and grid (7%). Within the levels of the body 
text typeface attribute, preference was detected between the two serif typefaces, with 
Minion (58%) being slightly preferred over Didot (42%). 
Upon conclusion of the study, the researcher does not believe there is one specific 
combination of design variables that would create the “perfect” overall digital magazine 
layout for a specific genre’s readership. Within the scope of this experiment, almost half 
of the respondents had no preference that fit the model, and for those that did, no one at-
tribute overwhelmingly outperformed all others.
v
1Chapter 1
Introduction
The tablet is an emerging channel for content delivery. One industry that is tap-
ping into the potential of tablet content is the magazine industry. Digital editions of 
magazines, delivered via apps, are capable of incorporating interactivity and rich content, 
both of which are contributing to the evolution of magazine publishing (Tomas, 2013). As 
tablet magazines are relatively new within the history of the medium, questions still sur-
round many aspects of the publications, including production standards, business models, 
and consumer analytics. 
Topic Statement
Little research has been conducted regarding what readers favor in digital editions 
of magazines, especially with regards to layout. The need for this research is underscored 
by the works of David E. Sumner and Morgan Guenther, who point out, respectively, the 
fiscal need for readership and the ways publishers can maintain those readership numbers 
by providing engaging publication experiences for readers.
A 2001 study conducted by David E. Sumner, Who Pays For Magazines? 
Advertisers or Consumers?, examined magazine subscription rates and single-copy 
prices, as well as black-and-white and color advertising rates in order to determine if 
consumer or advertisers were creating a larger revenue percentage for magazine pub-
lishers. The study also took into account total advertising and circulation revenue for a 
selection of Magazine Publishers of America (MPA) publications. The study concluded 
that advertisers are paying more than consumers are. In the years examined by the study 
(1980-1998), consumer magazine revenue from advertising increased 16%, from 42.2% 
to 58.2%, while circulation revenue (subscription and single copy revenue combined) de-
creased 16%, from 57.8% to 41.8% (Sumner, 2001). The findings support the conclusion 
2that publishers rely on high readership numbers in order to retain advertiser revenue, 
which is critical for the publication to remain in business.
To maintain high readership numbers, publishers must provide a positive ex-
perience for readers. In Magazine Publishing in Transition: Unique Challenges for 
Multi-Media Platforms, Morgan Guenther (2011) presents her take on challenges faced 
by the publishing industry (Guenther, 2011). As an employee of Next Issue Media (the 
digital publishing house of Conde’ Nast, Hearst, Meredith, News Corp., and Time, Inc.), 
Guenther’s views on the industry are worth considering from an “insider” standpoint, 
even though they are not founded on scholarly research. The problem area of consumer 
engagement that Guenther mentions correlates to the issue of page layout within digital 
publications. To achieve the degree of customer engagement that publishers desire, de-
signers must create layouts that compel the consumer to read the publication.
This thesis aimed to investigate reader preference of layout for tablet editions of 
digital magazines, with a focus on the attributes of  image to white space ratio, grid, body 
text typeface, and body text point size, through the use of traditional conjoint analysis.
Reasons for Interest
The researcher continues to be interested in the changes occurring within the 
magazine publishing industry and aimed to provide research that contributes to the pro-
cess of adapting content between print and digital mediums. With career aspirations to 
work in magazine publishing, the researcher enjoyed the opportunity to examine a facet 
of the publishing industry that contains so many unknowns and is presently evolving. The 
researcher hopes that the conclusions drawn from this study will aid and inform future 
design of tablet editions of magazines.
3Chapter 2
Traditional Conjoint Analysis Mathematical Model
This chapter provides the conjoint analysis mathematical model required for, 
and employed throughout, the implementation and analysis of this thesis experiment. 
Conjoint analysis places the participant in a hypothetical use scenario and allows for 
the evaluation of preference for multi-attribute alternatives (Myung, 2003). In Getting 
Started With Conjoint Analysis: Strategies for Product Design and Pricing Research, au-
thor Bryan K. Orme (2006) describes the conjoint analysis methodology as, “a decompo-
sitional approach to estimating people’s preferences for features, rather than an explicit, 
compositional approach…” From the whole, we are capable of more easily seeing the 
impact of the parts.
Variables being examined within conjoint analysis are regarded as attributes. Each 
attribute (e.g. point size, column width, etc.) is then broken down into variations regarded 
as levels (e.g. 12 points, 4 points, etc.). The combinations of each attribute and the respec-
tive levels are classified as profiles. Participants are given profiles to evaluate via rating or 
choosing. Utility values are calculated for each level, based on the respondent’s choices. 
Upon calculating utility values, importance scores can also be determined. These scores 
help illustrate the impact the attributes have in the individual respondent’s selections. 
There are three main methods of conjoint analysis: traditional, adaptive, and 
choice-based. This study utilizes a traditional conjoint analysis approach. Traditional full-
profile conjoint analysis is a method that involves the respondents seeing full-profiles, 
with all attributes present. This method can measure up to six attributes (Orme, 2006). 
Compound attributes, combinations of levels from more than one attribute, can be used in 
traditional full-profile conjoint analysis to measure interactions of attributes in a lim-
ited capacity (Orme, 2006). Preference, as measured by traditional conjoint analysis, is 
4represented by the equation: Y = b1(x1) + b2(x2) + b3(x3) + b4(x4) + b5(x5)... + b0, where b0, 
the constant, represents the base case.
Historical Context
The application of Luce and Tukey’s mathematical psychology and statistical 
analysis work was pioneered by Paul E. Green and Vithala Rao in the 1970’s in an at-
tempt to solve complex marketing research problems (Orme, 2006). The two researchers 
developed one of the first iterations of a full-profile card-sort conjoint analysis model. 
The card-sort method, requiring participants to rank the cards from best to worst, was 
later eclipsed by a rating method for each card, that allowed preferences to be derived via 
least squares regression. By utilizing rating in lieu of ranking, researchers could examine 
a larger set of attributes. 
The next big advancement for conjoint analysis came with the introduction of 
Richard Johnson’s pairwise trade-off process. Instead of assessing all attributes at once, 
participants were asked to evaluate two-attribute trade-offs. Johnson had developed 
matrices that ensured all attributes would be covered in his study. The combination of the 
matrices with the participant ratings allowed him to estimate importance for a larger list 
of attributes than was possible with a full-profile methodology (Orme, 2006).
The growth in popularity of conjoint analysis led to the development of commer-
cial and personal software for conducting conjoint analysis in the 1980’s.  The continued 
development of software meant that conjoint analysis studies could be administered using 
computers, rather than paper-and-pencil. The computer simplified the process by collect-
ing all of the respondent data while presenting the study trade-offs in the most relevant, 
user-friendly manner possible (Orme, 2006). Orme points out that in the 1990’s a con-
sensus developed among researchers concluded that there was no single “right method” 
for conjoint analysis. Another change in the field saw the expansion of conjoint analysis’ 
5application from marketing into other areas like design, human resources, and buying 
(2006).  The most recent developments to conjoint analysis include increases in survey 
efficiency, precision of estimates, technological support for the analysis software, as well 
as decreases in implementation costs and required manual effort. Bryan K. Orme de-
scribes conjoint analysis as “being in the robust stage of its life cycle.” Orme continues to 
explain that while conjoint analysis has established itself as a reliable form of quantitative 
research, it continues to evolve (2006).  
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Literature Review
This literature review begins with an examination of current trends in digital mag-
azine reader habits. The literature review then discusses the personal tablet market and 
digital magazine publication output types. The literature review concludes with research 
regarding design decisions that impact the variables selected for this thesis study.
Magazine Publishing
Reader Habits for Digital Magazines
The Magazine Media Readers and Tablets/eReaders benchmark study was con-
ducted by Affinity, a media research firm, and commissioned by the Magazine Publishers 
of America (MPA). The research objective was to study consumer habits regarding con-
sumption of digital magazines via apps designed for tablets and eReaders (MPA, 2011). 
Qualitative data was collected from a population of Affinity’s AppTrack panel members, 
composed of over 75,000 consumers that were “pre-screened for their ownership of 
mobile devices and their use of magazine-branded apps” (MPA, 2011). 1,009 randomly 
selected members responded and participated.
One section of the study asked 1,009 respondents about the amount of time spent 
reading digital magazines since they first acquired a mobile device. As seen in Figure 1, 
59% of respondents indicated an increase for time spent reading electronic magazines 
since acquiring a mobile device.
Figure 1: Time Spent Reading Electronic Magazines Since 
Acquiring Mobile Device (MPA 2011)
66%	  
28%	  
6%	  
Increase	  A	  Lot	  /	  Increase	  
Somewhat	  
Stay	  The	  Same	  
Decrease	  A	  Lot	  /	  Decrease	  
Somewhat	  
7This indicates that most users of tablet reading devices are incorporating digi-
tal magazines into their reading habits and maintaining those habits. Since tablets and 
eReaders are relatively new channels to consume digital editions of magazines, it could 
be argued that the increase can be attributed to novelty or exploration of a new device. 
The results from another question posed in the survey may serve as an argument against 
that postulation. 
Figure 2: Time Spent Reading Digital Magazines In the 
Future (MPA 2011)
When asked to determine how much time they will spend reading electronic 
magazines in the future (Figure 2), 94% of the respondents indicated that the amount of 
time will “increase a lot”, “somewhat”, or “stay the same”. Only 6% anticipated any kind 
of decrease. Because the cause for these predictions is unknown, it provides an area of 
inquiry for publishers to focus on: What kind of reading experience do customers want 
to be provided with in the future that will prompt them to increase their readership even 
further?
Tablet Market Share
A follow-up publication of the Magazine Media Readers and Tablets/eReaders 
benchmark study, Magazine Media Readers and Tablets, provides insight into which 
brand of tablet the survey participants owned. The Apple iPad was owned by 68% of the 
66%	  
28%	  
6%	  
Increase	  A	  Lot	  /	  Increase	  
Somewhat	  
Stay	  The	  Same	  
Decrease	  A	  Lot	  /	  Decrease	  
Somewhat	  
8respondents, while the next closest tablet, the Samsung Galaxy, was owned by 9%. The 
third closest were HP tablets, bundled under the brand, while the other 14 device options 
garnered negligible response percentages (MPA, 2011). This information corresponds 
with the status of tablet market share ownership. 
Figure 3: Top 5 Vendors, Worldwide Tablet Shipments, Q4, 
2012 (IDC, 2013)
According to market data released by research firm International Data Corporation 
on January 31, 2013, although the Apple iPad is seeing its market share decline, it still 
topped the worldwide tablet shipment percentage for Q4 2012 (IDC, 2013). As further 
detailed in Figure 3, the 43.6% market share makes the Apple iPad the current leader of 
the tablet market.
Types of Digital Magazines
Publishers have a variety of output format options when it comes to digital maga-
zines. As explained in The Magazine From Cover to Cover, BPA Worldwide created clas-
sification guidelines for digital magazines in 2011 (Johnson and Prjatel, 2013).
For auditing purposes, BPA places digital magazines into one of four categories: 
Apple	  
44%	  
Samsung	  
15%	  
Amazon.com	  Inc.	  
11%	  
ASUS	  
6%	  
Barnes	  &	  Noble	  
2%	  
Others	  
22%	  
9• Dynamic magazines are entirely customized. Every copy has content tailored 
especially to the recipient. The content can also be changed at any time.
• Targeted digital magazines are created with content intended for specific 
groups. The content typically does not change once the issue has been 
delivered. 
• Replica digital magazines are a nearly exact digital form of the print version. 
Like with targeted magazines, the content does not change after delivery of 
the issue. 
• Enhanced digital magazines feature a redesign of the content within the print 
edition. The content is “primarily taken (but not necessarily replicated in its 
entirety) from the original edition” (Johnson and Prjatel, 2013). Like some of 
the other digital magazine categories, enhanced magazine content does not 
normally update once the issue has been delivered. 
All of the magazines involved in this thesis study fell within the category of en-
hanced digital magazines. 
Magazine Design
Layout
Layout is at the core of publication design, encompassing the placement of ele-
ments (text, images, and other graphics) within a page, both in relationship to one anoth-
er, and to the page as a whole. Layout authors Gavin Ambrose and Paul Harris describe 
those relationships as “the management of form and space” (2005, p. 11). When com-
posed successfully, a well-designed layout can facilitate the presentation of information 
with minimal demand on the reader. At the core lies the grid, which is then built upon by 
text elements and graphics to create a layout.
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Grids
Grids serve as a canon for page layout design. This role extends beyond print. In 
Grids, authors Gavin Ambrose and Paul Harris explain, “Although many of us now view 
content in an electronic format...the structural principles behind the designing of a printed 
page still apply” (2008). 
Because research around the role of grids, specifically regarding grid use in tablet 
editions of magazines, is virtually non-existent, it is important to examine the ways in 
which grids are utilized in print magazines. In his book, The Grid: A modular system for 
the design and production of newspapers, magazines, and books, Allen Hurlburt discuss-
es the essence of grid use within the magazine industry when he says, “The most success-
ful grids are designed to satisfy all of the requirements of the content” (Hurlburt, 1978, 
p. 55). Considering that this study will be based around the genre of women’s lifestyle 
magazines, Hurlburt suggests, “[These types of magazines] have always required the kind 
of content organization that suggests modular design systems” (Hurlburt, 1978, p. 62). 
Johnson and Prijatel classify the modular approach to grid design as “nontraditional.” 
Magazines favor this type of grid because it allows for the greatest degree of control over 
the manipulation of whitespace (Johnson and Prjatel, 2013). This could mean that per-
haps a modular grid system approach to layout for tablet magazines will also be part of 
tablet publishing best practices.
Screen Typefaces
Selecting a typeface for use in a layout can prove to be a difficult task. One fac-
tor in the selection of a typeface is the display intention, be it print or digital. In The 
Complete Manual of Typography: A Guide to Setting Perfect Type, Second Edition, James 
Felici notes how resolution can impact the ease of selecting a typeface for screen display 
when he says, “setting type for display at 100 to 150 [ppi] is an exercise in frustration” 
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(2012). He then concedes that it is a futile battle, as anything created at those resolutions 
“is bound to look bad” (Felici, 2012, p. 286). This is something the researcher had con-
sidered within this thesis study, as iPad 2 displays support a 132 ppi resolution (Apple 
Inc.). Felici acknowledges that some devices are now capable of supporting resolutions 
greater than 150 ppi and expresses his hope for tablet devices to support around 300 
ppi resolution in the near future for “a chance to practice some decent typography for 
onscreen applications” (Felici, 2012). In the mean time, Felici presents his solution to 
selecting fonts for screen display in the 100-150 ppi resolution range when he suggests, 
“...look for those typefaces with large features: generous cap heights, long ascenders and 
descenders, and large x-heights” (Felici, 2012, p. 288).
 The challenge of selecting typefaces is echoed in A Companion to Digital 
Literacy Studies, wherein Christian Vanderdorpe, author of the article Reading on Screen: 
The New Media Sphere, says that there is no ideal font. Instead, the context and desired 
effect of the text dictate the selection of a ‘proper’ typeface for the work (Vanderdorpe, 
2008). Based on the context of a printed magazine, Vanderdorpe points out that sans serif 
typefaces are often favored in order to balance the use of images and color (Vanderdorpe, 
2008). Vanderdorpe also acknowledges that while early web and screen typography often 
utilized serif fonts such as Times New Roman in an attempt to mimic printed pages, the 
proliferation of sans-serif typeface used for on-screen media outlets beyond magazines, 
has been widespread (Vanderdorpe, 2008). 
Conclusion
The information acknowledged in this literature review serves to underline the 
considerations made by the researcher when developing the thesis experiment. The 
expected trend of increasing digital magazine readership is a positive indicator of the 
need for research in this area of the industry. Apple’s majority hold on the tablet market 
12
reaffirmed the decision to implement the study using the iPad 2. Finally, understanding 
the types of digital magazines and the design considerations that must be made when 
creating them was helpful during the analysis and variable selection stages of the experi-
mental design.
13
Chapter 4
Research Objectives
With a shift to digital dispersion, publishers need to provide a relevant experi-
ence for consumers through tablet editions of digital magazines. This idea is echoed in 
The Magazine From Cover to Cover, when authors Sammye Johnson and Patricia Prijatel 
say, “The challenge for magazines has been to discover their relevance across the dif-
ferent digital platforms” (Johnson and Prijatel, 2013). In Context First: A Unified Field 
Theory of Publishing, Brian F. O’Leary explains his take on this challenge when he says, 
“The challenge publishers face is not just being digital; it is being demonstrably relevant 
to the audiences who now turn first to digital to find content.” (O’Leary 2011). One step 
in discovering that nebulous relevance for magazines is evaluating design and layout as 
titles transition to digital editions. This thesis aimed to investigate reader preference for 
the layout of digital editions of magazines in the women’s lifestyle genre, designed for 
the Apple iPad, with a focus on the attributes of image to white space ratio, grid, body 
typeface, and body text point size.
Research Questions
1. For articles in digital editions of women’s lifestyle magazines displayed on 
an iPad, do image to white space ratio, grid, body typeface, and body text 
point size impact preference for female readers (18-24) of women’s lifestyle 
magazines?
2. If so, what attributes have salient impact on the readers’ preferences?
3. If a most-salient attribute can be identified, are there differences in preference 
among the respective levels?
14
Chapter 5
Methodology
Variable Selection
The attributes and levels involved in this study were selected based on inter-
views with readers and an analysis of four women’s digital magazines: Nylon, Glamour, 
Cosmopolitan, and O, The Oprah Magazine. These titles were selected because they are 
the top four women’s magazines by digital circulation as reported by the Alliance for 
Audited Media (AAM, 2012). The June 2013 digital issues of each title were purchased 
and surveyed for their presentation of content. The researcher asked female students who 
fit the thesis sample demographic to individually read through the articles within each 
issue and note their impressions concerning the aesthetics of the articles, as well as com-
ment on the experience of reading them. A list of potential variables was compiled based 
on the data collected (Appendix A). Ultimately, four attributes were identified for the 
study: image to white space ratio, grid, body text typeface, and body text point size.
The next step was to define experimental levels for each attribute. The levels for 
“image to white space ratio” were determined by sampling articles from the reference 
magazines. The spatial components of these articles were divided into four categories: 
display type (headlines, sub-heads, pull quotes, etc.), body type, white space, and images. 
Percent coverage by category was calculated based on page-by-page measurements.
This analysis identified significant differences between magazines in two of the 
categories: images and white space. Display type and body type were relatively constant. 
Based on this analysis, two image to white space levels were chosen for the experiment: 
40% white space/30% image and 30% white space/40% image.
15
For the grid attribute, two levels were defined: 3 column/4 row and 6 column/8 
row. The bisection of the 3 column/4 row level into the 6 column/8 row level was select-
ed to create a larger quantity of smaller modules.
Body typeface was defined at three levels: Helvetica, Didot, and Minion. These 
typefaces were chosen because they are representative of the typefaces used in the refer-
ence digital magazines, and conformed to the previously referenced research concern-
ing selection of typefaces for screen use: Helvetica (sans-serif, large x-height), Didot 
(Modern serif with high contrast between stroke widths), and Minion (Oldstyle serif with 
low contrast between stroke widths, used in traditional publishing).
Body text point size was defined at two levels: 17pt and 22pt. Because the study 
did not examine leading as an attribute, the leading of body text was held at the default 
“Auto” setting within Adobe InDesign.
A decision was made to incorporate display text (headline/page numbers) in order 
to have the profiles more closely resemble an actual magazine layout. In order to mini-
mize display text influence on participants, all headline display text was sized at 300% 
of the body text point size attribute and all page numbers were sized at 200% of the body 
text point size.
The margins were held constant across each layout, as follows: top: 100 pixels, 
bottom: 75 pixels, right: 55 pixels, and left: 60 pixels.
Traditional Conjoint Analysis Using a Fractional Factorial Design
The experiment employed traditional conjoint analysis to assess the relative 
importance of the four experimental attributes, three at 2 levels and one at 3 levels. A 
fractional factorial experimental design was chosen to reduce the number of offerings 
assessed from a full set of 24 to an experimental set of 12. This was done to reduce the 
potential for participant fatigue (Orme, 2006).  The fractional factorial design sampled 
each level of body typeface in conjunction with a ½ fractional factorial design for the 
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remaining attributes. In addition to managing the risk of participant fatigue, this experi-
mental design preserves more options for additional analysis than the other experimental 
designs investigated. 
Experimental Offerings
From the selected experimental design, two ½ factorial designs were created from 
the eight possible combinations of two level variables (Table 1).
Table 1: D1 and D2, Orthogonal Groupings of Two Level 
Attributes
The D1 and D2 orthogonal groupings were then combined with the type face vari-
able to create four possible designs for the full experiment: Set 1, Set 2, Set 3, and Set 4 
(Table 2).
Table 2: Sets 1, 2, 3, and 4, Alternative Experimental 
Designs
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Next, each set was evaluated for interactions among variables. There appeared to 
be an interaction between typeface and the visual tone of the text on the page, especially 
when comparing sans serif and serif typefaces. For this interaction, it was determined 
that D1 contained the maximum white space appearance condition and D2 contained the 
minimum condition. Sets 3 and 4 were eliminated because they mixed orthogonal arrays 
of two level variables. This reduced the range of potential designs to Set 1 and Set 2. The 
researcher chose to probe the minimum condition, D2, based on the belief that choosing 
the minimum condition would elicit the strongest reaction to typeface differences from 
participants. That decision led to the selection of the Set 2 variables for the experiment. 
The resulting design is shown in Table 3.
Table 3: Final Experimental Design
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The twelve offerings in Table 3 were randomized prior to being presented to par-
ticipants. The resulting sequence of experimental offerings is shown in Table 4.
Table 4: Final Ordering of Offerings After Randomization
A simulated magazine layout (profile) was created to represent each offering in 
the experiment. Each profile was laid out in InDesign as a best effort of presenting an 
experience similar to viewing a digital magazine without confounding the variables. The 
profiles were only laid out in a vertical orientation due to the time available for the study. 
The content for the layouts was gathered from various women’s lifestyle and fashion 
blogs who graciously granted permission to use their assets. Upon completing the of-
fering layouts, all layouts were uploaded via Adobe Digital Publishing Suite in order to 
display them on an iPad using the Adobe Content Viewer app.
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Collection of Data
Participant Criteria
The population being examined consisted of female students at RIT. The sample 
was, for the sake of meeting schedule deadlines, a convenience sample derived from 
students at RIT. The sample was solicited for participation via RIT department e-mail 
blasts and word-of-mouth. It was specified that the desired participants must be females 
between the ages of 18 and 24 who were currently attending RIT at the time of the ex-
periment. No prior familiarity with iPads or digital magazines was required. The 18-24 
female demographic was selected for the study as it constitutes a considerable percent-
age of readership for both O and Glamour, as well as a plurality of the readership for 
Cosmopolitan  (~31%) and Nylon (~49%) (Hearst Corporation, 2013; Nylon Magazine, 
2014). 
Conducting the Experiment
A pilot test of the experiment was conducted to identify complications with the 
survey and the experiment’s instructions. At the conclusion of the pilot testing, one com-
plication with the backend question structure of the survey was identified and remedied. 
The clarity of the survey questions and procedural instructions were confirmed, as all 
pilot participants provided useable data and followed the study’s guidelines.
The full-scale implementation of the experiment was conducted from January 9th 
to February 11th, 2014. Participants signed up to take part in the experiment via a Doodle 
scheduling poll or direct email to the researcher. Each administration of the experiment 
was conducted in the School of Media Sciences Graduate Lab to ensure consistent view-
ing conditions for each participant.
Part One of the study required the participant to review the experimental consent 
form provided by the researcher. Upon signature of the consent form, the participant was 
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asked to take a survey in which she answered demographic questions, as well as ques-
tions regarding history of use of iPads and digital publications (Appendix C). All re-
sponses to questions were logged via SurveyMonkey, an internet survey tool. Participant 
response anonymity was maintained by providing each participant with a randomly 
generated ‘participant number.’ Through this method, answers cannot be traced back to a 
specific individual.
Once the participant had completed the Part One questionnaire, they proceeded 
to the layout evaluation portion of the study on SurveyMonkey. Part Two required the 
participant to evaluate each of the twelve, two-page layout offerings, displayed on the 
provided iPad 2, and assign the layout a preference rating between 1 (lowest preference) 
and 10 (highest preference), before moving on to the evaluation of the subsequent of-
fering. (Appendix C). Each participant was instructed to view both pages of each layout 
before assigning a preference rating. See example below: 
Layout 1 Preference Rating: 1-Lowest, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10-Highest 
The participants were also told that the profiles must be rated in order and were 
not being directly compared to one another. Upon completing all twelve ratings, each 
participant was offered the opportunity to review the layouts and make any necessary 
adjustments to her preference ratings. Upon completion of Part Two, the participant was 
thanked for her time and compensated with a token for free coffee at Java Wally’s.
A minimum sample size of 30 was required for this experiment, according to the 
sampling guidelines outlined by Bryan Orme in Getting Started With Conjoint Analysis 
(Orme, 2006). While a sample of 54 participants was obtained, the responses of two par-
ticipants had to be discarded due to improper execution of the experiment. The total final 
sample size for the experiment was 52 participants.
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Analysis of Data
Multiple Regression LINEST Array
The first analysis conducted on the data was done using the Excel LINEST func-
tion, which calculates the statistics for a line by using the “least squares” method to 
calculate a straight line that best fits the provided data, and then returns an array that 
describes the line (Microsoft, 2003). The equation used for this model is: 
Y = b1(x1) + b2(x2) + b3(x3) + b4(x4) + b5(x5) + b0
where b1 is the utility value of x1 (Helvetica typeface), b2 is the utility value of x2 (Didot 
typeface), b3 is the utility value of x3 (17 pt type), b4 is the utility value of x4 (6x8 grid), b5 
is the utility value of x5 (40% white space), and b0 is a constant corresponding to the util-
ity of the base case (Minion, 22 pt, 3x4 grid, 30% white space)
The Excel LINEST syntax used in this analysis was the following: 
=LINEST(known y’s, known x’s, const, stats). 
The known y values used in the calculation were the respondent’s preference ratings. The 
known x values were the experiment’s input variables (Table 5). The constant was set to 
TRUE so that the constant is estimated, rather than being set to zero.
Table 5: Example Preference Input Table For a Participant
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The statistics component was also set to TRUE, so that additional descriptive 
statistics, including utility values, R2, and F-Test statistic values would be returned in the 
array, as shown in Table 6.
Table 6: Returned LINEST Array Calculations For a 
Participant
F-Test and R2 Values
Once the LINEST array was populated for each participant, a new table was cre-
ated to log all participant numbers as well as their corresponding F-Test statistics and R2 
values so that the responses could be tested for significance.
The F-Test shows the probability that relationship between the observed and 
predicted results were obtained by chance. The F-Test for this experiment had 6 degrees 
of freedom as shown in the LINEST array. Significance levels were shown for 90%, 95%, 
97.5% and 99%. F-Test values lower than 3.11 (the threshold for 90% significance) were 
categorized as not significant (Table 7).
The R2 values (coefficients of determination) show the degree to which the model 
explains the preference data. Specifically, R² represents the fraction of the total variation 
of the data around the mean that is explained by the predictions of the regression line (i.e. 
how close the data are to the regression line). The R2 equation is: R2 = explained variation 
/ total variation. The greater the R2 value, the better the model explains the variation.
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Table 7: R2 and F-Test Statistic Values With Corresponding 
Significance Levels
Attribute Part Worth Values
The utility values (part worths) for each attribute were calculated and displayed as 
part of the LINEST array for each significant respondent (see example in Table 8). From 
those calculations, the ∆Utility was calculated by subtracting the minimum part worth 
value from the maximum part worth value of each attribute’s levels (see example in Table 
9). A %Total ∆Utility was then calculated by dividing the attribute ∆Utility values by the 
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Total ∆Utility value. The resulting percentages describe the relative attribute importance 
for the individual participants. 
Table 8: Example of An Individual Participant’s Utility 
Value Calculation Table
Table 9: ∆Utility and %Total ∆Utility Values For All 
Participants
The preferences for each attribute were plotted in an array. The participants’ first 
preferences were defined as the attribute with the highest %Total ∆Utility value. A second 
preference was assigned to participants where %Total ∆Utility value of the second most 
important attribute was at least two thirds the value of the first preference (Table 10).  
Table 10: Attribute Preference Array
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For participants whose first preference was typeface, typeface levels were inves-
tigated to determine if a preference existed between the levels. Because utility values can 
be negative, adjusted values were calculated by adding the absolute value of the level 
with the lowest utility to each levels’ utility value (so that the level with the lowest utility 
had an adjusted value of 0). From these adjusted values, relative value percentages were 
calculated by dividing the adjusted values by the original ∆Utility for the attribute as a 
whole (Table 11).
Table 11: Adjusted and Relative Utility Value Calculations 
For Body Text Typeface
The resulting percentages were used to plot the first and second preferences of 
levels, following the same rule set for plotting of the attribute preferences: highest rela-
tive value qualifies as the first preference and at least ⅔ the value of the first preference is 
required to qualify a level as the second preference.
Table 12: Body Text Typeface Level Preference Array
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Chapter 6
Results
F-Test and R2 Values
Based on the F-Test, the multiple linear regression models for 25 of the 52 par-
ticipants sampled (48%) were not statistically significant. The results for these partici-
pants were excluded from additional analysis. The statistically significant segment of the 
sample (27 participants) is close enough to a sample size of 30 that the normal approxi-
mation can be comfortably assumed and utilized. The 27 responses (52% of the sample) 
with significance levels ≥90% were grouped as follows: 90%= 9 participants, 95%= 7 
participants, 97.5%= 8 participants, 99%= 3 participants. The use of the 90% level of 
significance was suitable for the experiment when the time and scope of the study were 
considered. 
This result demonstrates that the model used represents the actual preference be-
havior for the 27 participants included for further analysis. The R2 values for these par-
ticipants range from .72 to .91, which means that the model explains 72% to 91% of the 
variability of the data, depending on the participant responding.
Relative Attribute Importance
The calculations of the attribute part worth values by individual degree provide 
insight concerning the relative importance of the attributes. It was observed that 67% 
of participants valued a single attribute, while 33% of participants highly valued both a 
primary and a secondary attribute.
Based on the primary attribute alone, the single attribute that generated the great-
est amount of utility for each participant was type: 78% of the participants primarily 
valued the type-centric attributes of body text point size and body text typeface). The 
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remaining 22% favored space-centric attributes (image to white space ratio, grid). See 
Figure 4.
Figure 4: Participants With Primary Preference For Type-
centric Attributes vs. Space-centric Attributes
Again, based on the primary attribute alone, the attribute preferences of the 
sample were identified as follows, in descending order of importance: body text typeface 
(12 participants), body text point size (9 participants), image to white space ratio (4 par-
ticipants), and grid (2 participants) (Figure 5).
Figure 5: Participants With Primary Preference 
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Body Text Typeface Level Preference
As body text typeface was identified as the most salient attribute, its levels, 
Helvetica, Minion, and Didot, were investigated for preference based on the responses 
of the 12 participants who identified body text typeface as the most important attribute. 
It was observed that Minion and Didot, the serif typefaces, were strongly preferred to 
Helvetica, the sans serif typeface (Figure 6).
Figure 6: Typeface-as-Primary Attribute Participant 
Preference for Typeface Classifications 
The typeface preferences, determined by the relative value percentages, were then 
plotted in an array. The results of plotting the preferences showed no preference for the 
Helvetica level, while 42% had a primary preference for Didot and 58% had a primary 
preference for Minion, signifying that a slight preference for Minion existed (Figure 7).
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Figure 7: Participant Preference for Typeface Levels
It should be noted that one participant (99) had identical relative preference 
values for Minion and Didot. Based on the average relative value of the typefaces for all 
participants, which showed a stronger preference toward Minion, Participant 99’s pref-
erence was plotted with Minion as the primary preference and Didot as the secondary 
preference.
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Chapter 7
Summary and Conclusions
Notable Findings
At the conclusion of the study, the research questions were answered based on the 
results of the conjoint analysis experiment:
1. For articles in digital editions of women’s magazines displayed on an iPad, 
do image to white space ratio, grid, body typeface, and body text point size 
impact preference for female readers (18-24) of women’s lifestyle magazines?
It was determined that the presented attributes do impact the preference for a 
digital magazine layout at varying degrees of importance to the respondents. The F-Test 
results concluded that statistically significant preference existed for 27 of the 52 partici-
pants, at a significance level of at least 90%.
2. If so, what attributes have salient impact on the readers’ preferences?
The overall most impactful attribute was body text typeface. Typeface, combined 
with the second most preferred attribute, body text point size, created a grouping of type-
centric attributes that were preferred by a majority of respondents over the space-centric 
attributes of grid and white space to image ratio.
3. If a most-salient attribute can be identified, are there differences in preference 
among the respective levels?
The body text typeface attribute was investigated further to determine if prefer-
ence differed among the levels of Helvetica, Minion, and Didot. It was concluded that 
preference existed for the serif typefaces, Minion and Didot, while none of the partici-
pants who primarily preferred body text typeface as an attribute preferred the sans-serif 
Helvetica. Between the two serif typeface levels, a slight preference for Minion was 
discovered.
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Other Findings
Upon discovering that the multiple linear regression models for 25 of the 52 par-
ticipants sampled were not statistically significant, it was hypothesized that the College 
of Imaging Arts and Science students were better able to separate the variables and assign 
preference scores based on an additive model and, therefore, were the participants whose 
multiple linear regression models were statistically significant. This was based on the as-
sumption that many CIAS students have prior class experience that contributes to expert 
knowledge of the variables involved in the experiment.
To test the hypothesis, all respondent data were color coded to identify the RIT 
College that each respondent belonged to. The results showed that there was almost no 
difference in College affiliation between the respondents with statistically significant 
responses and those without.
Challenges, Limitations, and Considerations
The design of the profiles provided a challenge for the researcher, as she em-
ployed a best effort to find a compromise between the flexible nature of and inherent 
interactions between design decisions and the need to keep the variables separated for the 
sake of the experiment. The inclusion of the article headline at a larger point size than the 
body text is one such example of this. The researcher felt that the inclusion of the head-
line provided a more authentic digital magazine experience, but implemented a sizing 
rule in a best effort to minimize the impact of differences in display text on participant 
preferences.
Sourcing content to use in the design of the profiles was difficult, as the content 
within the magazines that had served as references throughout the construction of the 
experiment remained under copyright and was not available to directly transfer into the 
offerings of the study. Instead, permission was given by various blogs to use copy and 
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photo assets in the design of the experiment’s profiles. The copy and photos used were 
selected by the researcher for their professional quality and similar style to articles and 
images found in the digital magazines being replicated. The full list of sources can be 
found in Appendix E.
Suggestions for Further Research
The researcher would be interested to see this type of study conducted by a maga-
zine publisher, with profiles created by the magazine’s design team and populated with 
the magazine’s actual content. Participants could be sourced from that magazine’s actual 
readership pool so that the preference data has the opportunity to generate guidance to the 
magazine about its readers design preferences.
It would be interesting to see if preferences for a participant change based on the 
genre of magazine layout they are viewing. It would also be interesting to see if prefer-
ences for the attributes varied based on whether the profiles were also designed for and 
displayed in a horizontal orientation, as well as a vertical orientation.
Contributions and Conclusions
Upon conclusion of the study, the researcher does not believe there is one specific 
combination of design variables that would create the “perfect” overall digital magazine 
layout for a specific genre’s readership. Within the scope of this experiment, almost half 
of the respondents had no preference that fit the model, and for those that did, no one 
attribute overwhelmingly outperformed all others. Considering the current digital circula-
tion size of magazines like Cosmopolitan (236,000) and Glamour (64,000), it is nearly 
impossible to please everyone, and will continue to become more difficult to do if these 
titles continue to see growth in their digital circulation (Hearst Corporation, 2014). 
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Instead, the researcher believes this thesis experiment provides a useable model for 
determining preference and attribute importance for magazines and similar publications. 
Using this framework, a magazine publisher would have the ability to shed light on design 
variables that a readership may be more sensitive toward and allow for designers to take 
those findings into consideration when composing digital magazine layouts.
It is the researcher’s hope that the preference findings from this experiment pique 
the interest of magazine publishers, specifically those who publish women’s lifestyle 
magazines, and spark a reflection of whether or not the design decisions being made for 
digital magazine layouts are as optimized for general readership preference as they can be.
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Appendix A: Ellicited List of Potential Variables
Text Point Size 
Column Width
Serif / Sans Serif Type
Use of Colored Text
Text/Image Interaction
Use of Pull Quotes
Pull Quote Point Size
Use of Drop Caps
% Image vs % Text
“Snippets” vs “Long Text”
“Overflow” Images at Bottom
Margin Size for Text Boxes
Page Margins
Images as Backgrounds
Text Box Contrast w/ Background
Text Positioning on Page
Leading
Font
Text Alignment
Indent Length
Multiple Text Styles
Image Layering/Overlap
Image Frame “Shape”
Use of Navigational Icons
Text Styles
Drop Cap Size
Text Box Width
Slanted Text
Number of Columns
Use of Header
Use of Page Numbers
Scroll Boxes vs “Fixed” Content
Caption Text Point Size
Text Wrapping Style
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Appendix B: Experiment Survey 
1. Please enter your Participant Number to begin:
2. What RIT college are you affiliated with?
3. How old are you?
4. Are you a graduate or undergraduate student? Please select your ‘year’ status
5. Please rate your FAMILIARITY with publications that are created to be read 
on iPads
1-Least Familiar, 2, 3, 4, 5-Most Familiar
6. Please rate your COMFORT with using an iPad to read publications
1-Least Comfortable, 2, 3, 4, 5-Most Comfortable
7. Have you used an iPad to read digital magazines prior to this experiment?
8. Approximately, how frequently do you read digital magazines on an iPad?
Daily - Weekly - Monthly - Yearly - Other (please specify)
9. Layout 1 Preference Rating:
1-Lowest , 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10-Highest
10. Layout 2 Preference Rating:
1-Lowest , 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10-Highest
11. Layout 3 Preference Rating:
1-Lowest , 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10-Highest
12. Layout 4 Preference Rating:
1-Lowest , 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10-Highest
13. Layout 5 Preference Rating:
1-Lowest , 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10-Highest
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14. Layout 6 Preference Rating:
1-Lowest , 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10-Highest
15. Layout 7 Preference Rating:
1-Lowest , 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10-Highest
16. Layout 8 Preference Rating:
1-Lowest , 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10-Highest
17. Layout 9 Preference Rating:
1-Lowest , 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10-Highest
18. Layout 10 Preference Rating:
1-Lowest , 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10-Highest
19. Layout 11 Preference Rating:
1-Lowest , 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10-Highest
20. Layout 12 Preference Rating:
1-Lowest , 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10-Highest
21. Would you like to look at the layouts a second time or change any of your 
ratings?
Y/N (If yes, returns to Q9)
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Appendix C: Experiment Profiles
Layout 1, Page 1
Didot, 17pt, 3x4, 30% White Space 
43
Layout 1, Page 2
Didot, 17pt, 3x4, 30% White Space 
44
Layout 2, Page 1
Helvetica, 17pt, 3x4, 30% White Space 
45
Layout 2, Page 2
Helvetica, 17pt, 3x4, 30% White Space 
46
Layout 3, Page 1
Minion, 17pt, 3x4, 30% White Space 
47
Layout 3, Page 2
Minion, 17pt, 3x4, 30% White Space 
48
Layout 4, Page 1
Didot, 22pt, 6x8, 30% White Space 
49
Layout 4, Page 2
Didot, 22pt, 6x8, 30% White Space 
50
Layout 5, Page 1
Minion, 17pt, 6x8, 40% White Space 
51
Layout 5, Page 2
Minion, 17pt, 6x8, 40% White Space 
52
Layout 6, Page 1
Helvetica, 22pt, 3x4, 40% White Space 
53
Layout 6, Page 2
Helvetica, 22pt, 3x4, 40% White Space 
54
Layout 7, Page 1
Helvetica, 22pt, 6x8, 40% White Space 
55
Layout 7, Page 2
Helvetica, 22pt, 6x8, 40% White Space 
56
Layout 8, Page 1
Didot, 22pt, 3x4, 40% White Space 
57
Layout 8, Page 2
Didot, 22pt, 3x4, 40% White Space 
58
Layout 9, Page 1
Helvetica, 17pt, 6x8, 40% White Space 
59
Layout 9, Page 2
Helvetica, 17pt, 6x8, 40% White Space 
60
Layout 10, Page 1
Didot, 17pt, 6x8, 40% White Space 
61
Layout 10, Page 2
Didot, 17pt, 6x8, 40% White Space 
62
Layout 11, Page 1
Minion, 22pt, 3x4, 40% White Space 
63
Layout 11, Page 2
Minion, 22pt, 3x4, 40% White Space  
64
Layout 12, Page 1
Minion, 22pt, 6x8, 30% White Space  
65
Layout 12, Page 2
Minion, 22pt, 6x8, 30% White Space  
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Appendix D: Profile Content Source List
Copy
The Budget Fashionista
thebudgetfashionista.com
Photos
The Fasion Twice
thefashiontwice.com
Gloss Fashion: JosefineG
glossfashion.com/josefineg
Help, I Have Nothing to Wear!
helpihavenothingtowear.blogspot.com
The Heteroheroine
heteroheroine.tumblr.com
neato! bonito, with photographer Andrew Chan
neatobonito.com, chaninator.com
Skinnycature
skinnycature.wordpress.com
